Further,   for the reasons  stated  in Westmoreland)   slip op.  at 11-13,
we reverse the judge's determination that a section  107(a)  order,  whether
as  issued or as subsequently modified,  must  itself allege a violation of
a mandatory standard  in order  to trigger entitlement   to one-week compen-
sation.     We  conclude,  in accordance with Westmoreland,   that allegations
of violation cited  subsequently by MSHA may supply the required nexus
under  section 111 between the section 107(a)   imminent danger order and
an underlying violation of a mandatory standard.     Westmoreland,   slip op.
at  13-14.

As noted above,  Clinchfield did not contest  the subsequently issued
section 104(d)(1)  citation and three section  104(d)(l)  withdrawal orders.
Instead,   it paid the penalties proposed -by the  Secretary.     Both the
Secretary and  the UMHA have asserted that  those  allegations of violation
cited  in the section I04(d)  citation and  orders  supply the required
causal nexus  between the  imminent  danger order and an underlying violation
for purposes  of entitlement to one-week compensation.     That question now
remains  to be determined  in this matter.

Accordingly,  we remand  this proceeding to the Chief Administrative
Law Judge   for assignment  to himself or another  Commission administrative
law judge   to determine whether the violations referenced above provide
the required causal nexus between the section 107(a)   imminent danger
order and an underlying violation of a mandatory standard.     If such a
relationship is found,   the presiding judge  shall  take appropriate action
to  identify affected miners and determine  the amount of compensation due
to  each miner.

1314or the reasons stated in Westmoreland^ slip op. at 7-11, we agree
